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SYNOPSIS 


We opened this investigation in March 2016 after receiving a complaint that Michael A. Caldwell, 
Regional Director, Northeast Region, National Park Service (NFS), had traveled to Cape Cod National 
Seasho re (CACO) under the guise of official business when in fact he went there to vacation with his 
While investigating this complaint, we learned that Caldwell may have violated ethics rules 
prohibiting Govern m ent employees from receiving gifts from subordinates. Another complaint alleged 
that he continued to live in NFS housing at Valley Forge National Historic Park (VAFO) after he was 
promoted from VAFO superintendent to deputy regional director in 2011 and reassigned to the NFS 
regional office in Philadelphia, PA. 

We found that from 2011 through 2015, Caldwell violated Federal travel regulations on at least eight 
trips. Caldwell admitted to conducting personal travel at Govern m ent expense, to receiving regular pay 
and per diem on days he did not work while on offi cial travel, and to incurring additional expenses for 
hotel rooms and oversize rental vehicles so that his could accompany him on trips. 


In ad dition, we found that in Augu st 2011, Caldwell recei ved a gift in the form of vacation housing 

CACO, wh o allowe d him to stay in her N PS r ental 

a for 5 days at no cost while he was vacationing with his In doing so, Caldwell 

violated 5 C.F.R. § 2635.302, which prohibits Federal employees from accepting gifts from 
subordinates or giving gifts to their official superiors. 


We confirmed that NPS authorized Caldwell to rent and live in VAFO’s Knox Tindle House in order 
to preserve and maintain the historic structure. 
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Case Number: OI-PI-16-0300-1 


DETAILS OF INVESTIGATION 


We opened this investigation in March 2016 after receiving a complaint that Michael A. Caldwell, 
Regional Duector, Northeast Region, National Park Service (NPS), traveled to Cape Cod National 
Seashore (CACO) imder the guise of official business when in fact he went there to vacation with his 

9 While investigating this complaint, we learned that Caldwell may have violated ethics niles 
ting U.S. Goveiument employees from receiving gifts from subordinates. We also received 
another complaint alleging that he continued to live in NPS housing at Valley Forge National Historic 
Park (VAFO) after his Jime 2011 promotion fr om VAFO superintendent to deputy regional director, at 
which point he was reassigned to the NPS regional office in Philadelphia, PA, and even after he was 
promoted to regional director in February 2014. 

Caldwell Violated Federal Travel Regulations 

We foiuid that Caldwell violated multiple travel mles and regulations dining at least eight official trips 
he took between 2011 and 2015 (Attachments 1 through 32). Caldwell admitted that dining these 
trips he conducted personal travel at Goveiument expense, received per diem for meals and incidental 
expenses on days h e did not work, an d inclined additional expenses for hotel rooms and oversize rental 
vehicles so that his could accompany him. These expenses cost the Government a 

total of $11,496.35. 

We also foimd that Caldwell should have used annual leave for 88 hoins he did not work dining these 
trips, but instead he received regular pay totaling $5,984.56 (Attachments 33 through 40). That 
amoimt, plus the aforementioned expenses, brought the total cost for the eight trips we investigated to 
$17,480.91. 

The table below briefly describes Caldwell’s improper actions and how much each trip cost the 
Goveiument. Caldwell’s admissions about the timing of and reasons for each trip calls into question 
whether these trips actually benefited the Goveiument. 


Trip Dates 

Caldwell’s Actions 

Total 
Cost of 
Trip 

July 21, 2011 - 
July 25, 2011 

• Added a day of personal travel to an official trip. 

• Spent the day using a Government rental vehicle to 

$ 940.58 

August 2, 2011 - 
August 14, 201 1 

• Received per diem and regular pay on a day he did not 
work. 

• Incurred a night of costs for lodging he did not use. 

$1,504.74 

June 16, 2012- 
June 23, 2012 

• Rented an SUV for an official trip 2 days before his 
official business was scheduled to start. 

• Spent a day driving the SUV 450 miles out of the way to 

$1,174.31 


• Received per diem while he was on personal travel and 
not working. 
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Case Number: OI-PI-16-0300-1 


Trip Dates 


June 29, 2012 
July 6,2012 


Caldwell’s Actions 


Rented a minivan instead of a compact vehicle to 


Started receiving per diem 2 days before his official 
business started. 


Total 
Cost of 
Trip 


$2,298.53 


July 12, 2012 
July 26, 2012 


Rented a minivan instead of a compact vehicle to 


Received per diem and regular pay on 6 days he did not 
work. 

Incurred 5 nights of lodging costs exceeding the allowed 
Government rate to accommodate 
Attended 3 hours of training on 2 separate days and did 
not work or use leave for the remainder of those days. 


$7,522.81 


July 28, 2013 - 
August 9, 2013 


Incurred 5 nights of lodging costs exceeding the allowed 
Government rate to accommodate 
Attended 3 hours of training on 2 separate days and did 
not work or use leave for the remainder of those days. 


$2,060.87 


July 15,2014 


Stayed in park housing for free while on leave. 
Received reimbursement for mileage that he never 
drove. 


$ 532.75 


March 29, 2015 
April 3,2015 


Incurred charges for reserving a hotel room and then 
not using it. 

Received per diem while not on leave. 


$1,446.32 


Caldwell admitted dming his intei-views that he had taken these trips and that he had knowingly 
violated Federal tiavel regulations (see Attachments 1, 3, 4, and 5). He said that in doing so he had 
taken advantage of his official positions, first as a GS-15 deputy regional director and then as a 
member of the Senior Executive Service (SES). He said he deserved, at minimum, a suspension. 

Caldwell admitted that his travel vouchers (post-trip requests submitted to the biueau for payment of 
tiavel expenses and reimbiusement) that we asked him about dining his inteiviews had been “tainted 
and fraudulent,” and that he had ananged his official travel to suit his personal travel plans. He 
admitted that he was not frying to save the Govenrm ent money on his trips and was instead frying to 
have “nicer” experiences He said that if eveiyone in the Goveimnent 

worked the way he did, “we wouldn’t get anything done.” 

Caldwell also said that Govemment-owned vehicles had been available to him for official tiavel, but 
he chose to rent vehicles a t Goveimn ent expense instead. He explained that he did this to benefit 
himsel f and accommodate with the extra space of an SUV or minivan, and because his 

was prohibited fiou^nvin^r riding in a Government-owned vehicle. When we asked if he 
also rented the vehicles to save money, he said yes. He said he had always known that his actions were 
wiong. 
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Case Number: OI-PI-16-0300-1 


NPS Had Poor Internal Controls Over the Processing of Travel Claims and Pay 

According to the Federal Travel Regulation, the official who authorizes and approves a Federal 
employee’s travel, or that official’s designee (e.g., the traveler’s supervisor), must review and sign 
travel claims to confirm the authorized travel (41 C.F.R. § 301-71.200). This official mirst also have 
fltll knowledge of the employee’s activities and mirst ensme that the claim is prepared in accordance 
with pertinent regulations and agency procediues, the types of expenses claimed are authorized and 
allowable, and the amoirnts claimed are accirrate (41 C.F.R. § 301-71.201). 

Similarly, the Department of the hiterior’s (DOl) Temporary Duty Travel Policy 1.4.2 requir es that the 
approving official have firll knowledge of the traveler’s activities during the trip and that this official 
verify that the expenses included in the submitted voucher are airthorized and allowable. This policy 
also provides that the approving official is ultimately responsible for the validity of the travel voucher 
and must ensme compliance with DOl and biueair policy. 

Caldwell said that former Regional Director had reviewed his pre-trip travel 

airthorization s and voirchers when Caldwell wanu^eput^s^ Attachments 4 and 5). Caldwell said 
^^^^^^|had trirsted him and had thought that Caldwell worked firll days while on travel. 

We interviewedwho retired (Attachments 41 and 42).said 

that his executive assistants had been responsible for reviewing and approving travel authorizations 
and vouchers on hi s behalf but t hat he had personally reviewed and approved Caldwell’s time and 
attendance records, ^^^^^^^said he had trusted that Caldwell was working firll days while on 
travel. ^^^^^^|said he had no knowledge that Caldwell had ever not worked when he was 
supposed to be working or traveled for personal reasons at Government expense. 

We also interviewed Margaret (Peggy) O’Dell, NPS’ Deputy Director for Operations from January 
2011 to July 2016, who began approving Caldwell’s travel and tim e and attendan ce when he became 
the regional dfrector (Attachments 43 and 44). She explained that^^^^^^f assistant had been 
responsible for logging into the Government’s electronic travel system and electronically approving, 
on her behalf, the travel authorizations and the vouchers submitted by the regional directors. O’Dell 
said that she never logged into the travel system herself but that she would eventually receive hard 
copies of the authorizations and vouchers. 


O’Dell said she had taken it on faith that the travelers who sirbmitted thefr authorizations and voirchers 
to her were being honest, and she acknowledged that the NPS process for reviewing these docirments 
could be improved. She said that one way to improve the process would be for the regional directors to 
post their leave information in a clearly visible location. She also said that NPS needed to address the 
practicality of making high-level managers such as herself responsible for reviewing every travel 
voucher for multiple direct reports. She felt that NPS should discuss and clarify how the review 
responsibilities were divided and what checks and balances were in place. She acknowledged that the 
entire process depended on travelers telling the tnrth when submitting thefr travel docirments. 


We interviewed 



_|(Attachments 45 through 48). Both 

acknowledged that they were given O’Dell’s user narne and password for the travel system so that they 
could approve authorizations and vouchers, including those submitted by all of the NPS regional 
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directors, on her behalf. they also certified the regional directors’ payroll 

validations for O’Dell. 

We also interviewed Caldwell’s assistant,who said she had handled 

travel a dmini stration for Caldwe ll from the tim e he became the regional director rmtil aroimd April 
2016 (Attachments 49 and 50). she had prepared and signed Caldwell’s travel 

airthorizations and voitchers on his behalf She did not recall Caldwell ever signing his own vouchers, 
and she assirmed doing so was a part of her ditties. 


Caldwell Accepted a Gift From a Subordinate 

In August 2011, Caldwell acce pted a gift in the form of vacation housing from CACO^^^H 

who allowed him to s tay in her NFS r ental cottage at no cost from 
August 8 through 12, 2011, while he was vacationing In doing so, both violated 5 

C.F.R. § 2635.302, which prohibits Federal employees from accepting gifts from subordinates or 
giving gifts to their official superiors. 


Caldwell sa id that he used a rmual leave the week he went to CACO and primarily spent the time there 
vacationing (see Attac hments 4 and 5). He admitted to us that it was wrong of him to 

accept the free housing fr'om^^^^| and said he did so because it was convenient and saved money. 


Dining her interview] 


said that when she learned Caldwell was 


the Cape Cod Institute, near CACO, she offered to let him 



larming to attend training 
stay at the 


an NPS-owned seasonal cottage she had been renting (Attachments 51 through 53)7^^^HsaIdlrer 

when 

working at CACO. She explained that^^^^^B ^vdi^she started at CACO, she had also rented 
seasonal cottages, including could join her dining the 

summers. Because no one was occupying the house when Caldwell was plarmiug to be at CACO, she 
offered it to him to use. 


Records provided by NFS Housing Program Manager 

from May 29 to September 19, 2011,~^ 
$1,063.75 (Attachment 54). 



showed that! 


rented the 


that her last monthly rental payment was 


Caldwell Was Authorized To Live in VAFO’s Park Housing 

A review of NPS records revealed that from September 13, 2005, to September 3, 2016, Caldwell paid 
rent (via payroll deduction) to live at the Knox Tindle House, a 4,087-squaie-foot, six-bedioom 
historic home on VAFO gioimds (Attachments 55 and 56). According to these records, Caldwell’s 
monthly rent was $1,832.48. 

Regional Housing Program Manager told us that Caldwell was authorized to live in 

the Knox Tindle House because he was making use of a historic stnicture (Attachments 57 and 58). 
She referenced the NPS housing reference manual. Section 3.3, “Peiinitted Occupancy,” which stated: 
“Peimitted occupancy is allowed as a benefit to the paik. Justification for peimitted occupancy is based 
on the existence of a direct mission-related factor, such as ... use of historic stnictures” (Attachment 
59). 


OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
5 







Case Number: OI-PI-16-0300-1 


During his interview, Business Manager! 


also said the use-of-historie-strueture 

eharaeterized the house Caldwell 


justification applied to Caldwell (Attachments 60 and 61). 
lived in as almost a mansion and noted that not many NPS employees at VAFO could afford to pay the 
rent or the cost of heating oil. He said Caldwell’s occupancy of the house was a mission-related benefit 
to NPS because Caldwell was preserving the structure better than VAFO could if it were unoccupied. 


A 2013 VAFO housing needs assessment also stated that the house could be rented as a historic 
structure and noted that the deputy regional director (Caldwell, at that time) was living there 
(Attachment 62). Inspection reports reflected that the house was inspected annually and maintained 
regularly (Attachments 63 and 64). A review of two forms, each titled “NPS Housing Fire Safety 
Inspection Form - Annual Inspection,” revealed that NPS did annual inspections of the house in 2014 
and 2015, and identified and corrected some safety deficiencies during those years. 


SUBJECT(S) 


1 . 

2 . 


Michael A. Caldwell, SES, Regional Director, Northeast Region, NPS. 

I, CACO, NPS. 



DISPOSITION 


The U.S. Attorney’s Office for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania declined to prosecute this case. We 
are providing this report to the Director of NPS for review and action. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Investigative Activity Report (lAR) - Interview of Michael Caldwell on April 5, 2016. 

2. Document provided by Michael Caldwell during interview on April 5, 2016. 

3. Transcript of interview of Michael Caldwell on April 5, 2016. 

4. lAR - Interview of Michael Caldwell on September 7, 2016. 

5. Transcript of Michael Caldwell interview on September 7, 2016. 

6. Notepad pages referenced by Michael Caldwell during interview on September 7, 2016. 

7. lAR - Travel voucher review on August 29, 2016. 

8. Timelines of Michael Caldwell’s travel during 2011, 2012, 2013, and 2015. 

9. lAR - Review of Michael Caldwell travel and payroll documents on March 24, 2016. 

10. Travel voucher number TV00003NGY. 

11. Travel voucher number TV00000045 and related receipts. 

12. Michael Caldwell payroll records for the week of July 13, 2014. 

13. lAR - Review of travel records on November 10, 2016. 

14. Spreadsheet containing GovTrip travel data related to Michal Caldwell. 

15. Spreadsheet containing Concur travel data related to Michael Caldwell. 

16. Travel records related to voucher number 0RS2RN. 

17. Travel records related to voucher number ORTWIH. 

18. Travel records related to voucher number OSMLFG. 

19. Travel records related to voucher number OSNUSA. 

20. Travel records related to voucher number OSNWEX. 

21. Travel records related to voucher number 0T2K57. 

22. Travel records related to vouchernuniberTV0000793E. 

23. lAR - Communications withon June 23, 2016 and June 24, 2016. 
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24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 
61. 
62. 

63. 

64. 


Email messages from 
lAR — Review of records relatei 



to Woodstock Inn and Resort on November 10, 2016. 


on November 15, 2016. 


Documents provided by Woodstock Inn and Resort on November 10, 2016. 
lAR - Review of records related to Red Roof lim on November 10, 2016. 

Records related to Red Roof lim. 

lAR - Review of email related to Michael Caldwell on May 31, 2016. 

Email related to Michael Caldwell. 
lAR - Review of e mail provided by | 

Email provided by | 

lAR - Review of payroll records on November 15, 2016. 

Payroll records related to Michael Caldwell. 

lAR — Analysis of travel c osts on Novembe r 16, 2016. 

Travel records provided 

lAR - Analysis of payroll costs on November 16, 2016. 

Excel spreadsheet containing data related to Michael Caldwell’s Government credit card. 
Standard Form 50’s related to Michael Caldwell. 

OPM salary tables. 

LAR — Interview of^^m^^^^^^^^^tober 31, 2016. 

Transcript of mtervrewof^^^^^^^^^^l interview on October 3, 2016. 
lAR - Interview of Margaret O’Dell interview on Jime 30,2016. 

Transcript of interview of Margaret O’Dell interview on Jime 16, 2016. 


lAR - Interview of 
Transcript of interv iew 
LAR - Interview of | 
Transcript of interv iew 
lAR - Interview of | 
Transcript of interv rew o 
LAR — Interview of ^ 
Transcript of interview 
Docirments provided by 



on Jim e 21, 2016. 

on Jime 21, 2016. 
J^e 22, 2016. 

on Jime 22, 2016. 
Jime 15,2016. 

on Jime 15, 2016. 
^ay 10, 2016. 

on May 10, 2016. 
on May 11, 2016. 



on April 5, 2016. 
interview on April 5, 2016. 


Spreadsheet containing Cape Cod rental housing data. 

VAFO housing history. 

VAFO housing inv entor 
lAR — Interview of I 
Transcript of 
NPS housing refer ence manual, date d Jime 7, 2010. 
lAR - luterviewof^^^^^^^^l on April 4, 2016. 

Transcript of^^^^^^^^lrnte^iew on April 4, 2016. 

VAFO Housing Needs Assessment and Certification, dated September 2013. 
lAR - Review of inspection documents related to Michael Caldwell. 
Inspection records related to the Knox Tindle residence. 
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6/7/2019 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - OI-HQ-18-0612-R (Information Only) 



Referrals, OIG <doioigreferrals@doioig.gov> 


OI-HQ-18-0612-R (Information Only) 

1 message 


Referrals, OIG <doioigreferrals@doioig.gov> 
To: I 



@nps.gov>, 


Tue, Apr 10, 2018 at 5:58 PM 


(b) {7){C) 


nps.gov> 


The Depaitment of Interior, Office of Inspector General received the attached complaint, OI- 
HQ-18-0612-R. We determined tliat this complaint should be addressed by NFS and, are 
providing the attached copy of the complaint for any action you deem appropriate. This refenal 
does not require a response to the OIG. 


Please note that OIG complaint refeiTals no longer utilize a refenal memorandiun that 
su mm arizes the complaint issues/allegations. 


If you have questions or require additional information, please contact] 

(b) (7)(C) 1 

(b) (7)(C) 

, Investigative Support Division — Intake Management 1 

!BSig(b) (7)(C) 1 


Sincerely, 


^b) (7)(C) 




U.S. Department of the Interior 
Office of Inspector General 
Intake Manage ment Unit 
office 
ioioig.gov 



^ Referral Package_18-0612_04102018.pdf 
^ 94K 


https;//mail.google.com/mail/b/AH1rexQOuJGYn-EpFePvDaLBAItBf-LmyV6gP40jK7oWw3Tpb80u/Li/0?ik=bf3ff502fe&view=pt&search=all&permthid=t... 1/1 
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Hotline Complaint Form 


Hotline No: £002219 

Submit Date: 4/3/201B 2:48:00 AM 


Alleged Misconduct 

Who committed the alleged misconduct/wrongdoing? (What Is the title/position held by the 
alleged wrongdoer? Please include names, addresses and telephone numbers of victims and 
witnesses. If providing information concerning contractor or grantee fraud, please provide the 
name of the primary contractor or sub, type of contract, contract or grant numbers, the date of 
the award and name of aaencv official. 



What exactly did the indivldual(s) do that was wrong? (Please provide specific and relevant 



When did the misconduct/wrongdoing occur? (Please provide dates and times, if possible.) 



Where did the misconduct/wrongdoing occur? (Please provide the bureau or offlce, city and 
state.) 


How was the misconduct/wrongdoing committed? (I.e. falsifying documents, etc.) 



Do you have first hand knowledge of the misconduct/wrongdoing? 



Where can we obtain additional information concerning this misconduct/wrongdoing? (I.e. 
documents, etc.) 



Who else might be aware of this misconduct/wrongdoing? (Please provide names, addresses 
and telephone numbers) How would this individual know about this? 
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Complainant 


Are you willing to be Interviewed concerning this matter? If so please provide your name, 
address and telephone number, and the best time to contact you. You can provide contact 
information for us to follow-up with additional questions and still remain confidential. 



Your E-Mail address (optional). 


If you wish to remain confidential, please select: (For a description of Confidentiality, please refer 
to the "Your Righte|]^e.) 

Confidential: 
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U.S.DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Memorandum 


MAR 1 3 2019 


To: P. Daniel Smith 


Deputy Director, Exercising the Authority of the Director 
National Park Service 


From: Mary L. Kendi 

Deputy Inspects.__ 





Subject: Final Evaluation Report - The National Park Service Misused Philanthropic Partner 
Donations 

Report No. 2017-WR-037 

This memorandum transmits our final evaluation report on whether the National Park 
Service (NPS) used philanthropic partner donations in compliance with policies, regulations, and 
laws. We determined that it did not. 

We make eight recommendations that, if implemented, will help prevent future misuse of 
donated funds and improve NPS oversight, reporting, and policies. Based on the response, we 
consider Recommendations 1, 7, and 8 resolved and implemented. Recommendations 2 and 3 
unresolved and not implemented, and Recommendations 4-6 resolved but not implemented. 

We will refer Recommendations 2 - 6 to the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Management and 
Budget for resolution and implementation tracking. 

If you have any questions regarding this memorandum or the subject report, please 
contact me at 202-208-5745. 

The legislation creating the Office of Inspector General requires that we report to 
Congress semiannually on all audit, inspection, and evaluation reports issued; actions taken to 
implement our recommendations; and recommendations that have not been implemented. 


Office of Inspector General | Washington, DC 
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Results in Brief 


We found that the National Park Service (NPS) did not accept and use donations from 
philanthropic partners in compliance with policies, regulations, and laws. Philanthropic partners 
are organizations that assist parks by providing services and financial support. 

We visited 30 parks and found that 26 of them made, or requested their partners to make, 
purchases for food and beverages totaling $282,471, and for personal gifts totaling $12,552. We 
questioned all food, beverage, and other purchases as the form and level of detail of supporting 
documentation was insufficient: it varied by park and partner and did not consistently have 
written justifications for how the expenses were necessary to accomplish the NPS mission. Food 
and beverage purchases from superintendent’s funds, in particular, did not meet requirements 
that monetary donated funds be treated like appropriated funds. In addition, food, beverage, and 
other purchases made with philanthropic partner donated funds did not meet the requirement that 
such purchases be used only for official agency purposes. 

The NPS misused donations because it (1) did not oversee the use of donated funds, (2) did not 
compile and report total donated funds, (3) did not have an accurate directory of philanthropic 
partners and amounts donated, and (4) did not have policy for the use of superintendent’s funds. 

Because the NPS did not ensure donations were appropriate, its parks did not receive the full 
benefit of partner donations. For example, donations spent on food and beverage for employee 
functions could have been used to enhance the park and visitor experience. In addition, by not 
ensuring proper use of donations through oversight, tracking, and policy, the NPS increased its 
risk of fraud, waste, and abuse. By strengthening controls and oversight, the NPS can help keep 
the public’s trust in its philanthropic partnerships and their critical role in preserving history and 
enhancing visitor experiences. 

We make eight recommendations that, if implemented, will help prevent future misuse of 
donations and improve oversight, reporting, and policies. The NPS responded to our draft report 
on February 14, 2019. Based on the response, we consider Recommendations 1, 7, and 8 
resolved and implemented, Recommendations 2 and 3 unresolved and not implemented, and 
Recommendations 4-6 resolved but not implemented. We will refer Recommendations 2 - 6 to 
the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Management and Budget for resolution and to track 
implementation. 


1 



Introduction 


Objective 

Our objective was to determine whether the National Park Service (NPS) accepted and used 
donations from philanthropic partners in compliance with policies, regulations, and laws. 

See Appendix 1 for the scope and methodology of our evaluation. 

Background 

In 1916, the U.S. Congress created the NPS and authorized it to work with philanthropic partners 
to help further the NPS’ mission. Philanthropic partners are nongovernmental organizations that 
provide financial and volunteer support and advocate for the national parks. The primary types of 
partners are cooperating associations and friends groups. The NPS currently partners with 69 
cooperating associations and 212 friends groups. Some partners are hybrid organizations that 
have both cooperating association and friends group agreements with the NPS. 

Cooperating associations typically focus on visitor services and education and often operate gift 
shops in the parks. They range in organizational size and annual revenue. The two largest 
cooperating associations are Eastern National and Western National Parks Association. Eastern 
National, the largest cooperating association, serves 160 parks* in 33 eastern States, and Western 
National Parks Association serves 71 parks in 12 western States. 

Friends groups are established primarily to assist or benefit a specific park. They range in 
organizational size, annual revenue, and what they provide to the park (for example, volunteer 
services and assistance with resource management and preservation, fundraising, and outreach). 
Unlike cooperating associations, fiiends groups are not authorized to sell goods or services in 
parks. 

Partners provide support to parks in two ways: the partner either donates the funds directly to the 
park for the park to manage, or maintains the funds in an account and spends them at the park’s 
request. One of the ways that partners donate funds to parks is as “superintendent’s funds.” 
These are funds given to park superintendents for miscellaneous expenses. This practice is 
widespread throughout the NPS, though some parks do not receive these funds. Many smaller 
parks we visited received superintendent’s funds of $500 to $1,000 per year, while larger parks 
like Yellowstone National Park received as much as $50,000 in a year. At some of the parks we 
visited, the partners held the superintendent’s funds and spent them at the park’s request. 

Use of philanthropic partner resources must be reviewed under the ethics regulations absent 
explicit agency gift authority.^ According to ethics regulations and NPS policy, philanthropic 
partners are prohibited sources. As applicable to the NPS, prohibited sources are entities and 
individuals who do or seek to do business with the NPS, seek action from the NPS, are regulated 
by the NPS, have interests that may be substantially affected by the performance or 


'“Parks” refers to national parks, national monuments, national seashores, national historic parks, national battlefield parks, and 
other areas managed by the NPS. 

2 54U.S.C. § 101101 
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uoupeifonnance of official NPS duties, or is an organization a majority of whose members are 
described in the prohibited soiu ce definitions above. NPS policy states that NPS staff may not 
accept personal gifts fiom prohibited sources imless an ethics exception applies and they have 
considered appearance concerns. 

We initiated this evaluation because, in two recent cases, oiu Office of Investigations identified 
an absence of controls over, and misuse of, ftmds donated to the NPS by its partners. 

Because the NPS could not provide summaiy data on partner financial donations to parks dining 
oin scope period of fiscal years 2014 — 2016, we surveyed 287 NPS park superintendents 
(representing 417 parks) to determine the amoimt that partners donated to parks. We received 
responses fiom 182 park superintendents (representing 264 parks) reporting donated amoimts of 
$341.3 million, which are summarized in Figine 1. 


Fiscal Year 

Cooperating 

Associations 

Friends Groups 

Total 

2014 

$16,801,378 

$92,384,903 

$109,186,281 

2015 

12,448,511 

157,284,710 

169,733,221 

2016 

18,225,756 

44,123,202 

62,348,958 

Total 

$47,475,645 

$293,792,815 

$341,268,460 


Figure I. Funds donated by partners during fiscal years 2014 - 2016, as reported by park superintendents. 

We issued a Notice of Potential Findings and Recoimnendations (NPFR) to the NPS national 
partnership coordinators on the findings contained in this report in January 2018. They concmied 
with our potential findings and have initiated collective action. In addition, we issued a report 
X\X\eA Fhiaticial, Ethical, and Exclusive Use Concems About the NPS’ Agreement With the Wolf 
Trap Foundation for the Performing Arts (Report No. 2017-WR-037A) to theU.S. Department 
of the Interior in September 2018, so the NPS could addr ess oin concerns as it renegotiates its 
agreement with the Foimdation. 
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Findings 

We found that the NPS did not accept and use donations from philanthropic partners in 
compliance with policies, regulations, and laws, which require that monetary donations be 
treated like appropriated funds and that nonmonetary donations, such as food and beverages, be 
used only for official agency purposes. The NPS misused donations because it (1) did not 
oversee the use of donations, (2) did not compile and report total donations, (3) did not have an 
accurate directory of partners and amounts donated, and (4) did not have policy for the use of 
superintendent’s funds. As a result, the NPS increased its risk of fraud, waste, and abuse of the 
donations that the NPS depends on for preserving history and enhancing visitor experiences. 

Misuse of Donations 

Of the 30 parks we visited (see Appendix 2), 26 used donated funds—often from 
superintendent’s funds—to purchase food and beverages for NPS staff social events and to 
purchase other personal gifts, contrary to governing policies, regulations, and laws. They also 
received food and beverage donations that were purchased by their philanthropic partners at the 
request of the NPS. The 26 parks received a total of $282,471 in food and beverage donations 
and $12,552 in gifts for fiscal years 2014 - 2017^ (see Appendix 3 for the list of the 26 parks that 
received food and gift donations). We questioned all food, beverage, and gift expenses because 
the form and level of detail of supporting documentation was insufficient: it varied by park and 
partner and did not consistently have written justifications for how the expenses were necessary 
to accomplish the NPS mission. 

The following are some examples of questionable use of donations: 

The Yellowstone National Park requested that its philanthropic partner spend $5,409 on its 
behalf: $3,140 on food and beverage for two events, which included an after-hours reception; 
$370 on alcoholic beverages for the Greater Yellowstone Coordinating Committee reception, a 
committee entirely comprised of Federal Government employees; and $2,269 on employee gifts 
including a custom quilt, framed photos, and sympathy flowers. 

The after-hours reception mentioned above took place at the for a 

visit by the NPS Deputy Director and Regional Director. Park officials requested their partner to 
pay the Park’s concessionaire to cate r the reception. An estimated 35 people attended the 
reception at a cost of $57 per person. 


The Grand Teton National Park spent $6,853 in donated funds: $4,537 on food and beverage 
purchases for NPS employee-only events such as parties, a management lunch, staff meetings, 
and hosting VIP visitors in the park; $2,316 on employee gifts including prizes, a gift certificate, 
flowers, and a gift basket with wine for visiting dignitaries. 


^ We included expenses from Yellowstone National Park for fiscal year 2017 in our 2014 - 2016 scope because the Park 
provided expense aetivities to us during our site visits and the expenditures were signifieant to our review. 
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The Roosevelt-Vanderbilt National Historic Site spent $4,214 from its superintendent’s fund: 
$4,062 on food and beverages for employee staff meetings, appreciation events, and an employee 
picnic; and $152 on employee gifts including sympathy flowers, going-away gifts, and prizes for 
a staff meeting. 

The Great Smoky Mountains National Park spent $4,050 in donated funds for a Christmas party 
buffet attended by nearly 150 park employees in 2015. 

The Boston National Historic Park spent $2,235 of its $2,250 superintendent’s fund on food and 
beverages for employee-only meetings and an employee barbecue. 

We questioned these donations because NPS policy limits the use of monetary donations to 
expenditures that would be permissible with appropriated funds and nonmonetary donations to 
uses that enhance national parks and programs. Specifically, the NPS Reference Manual 32 
{RM 32) in place at the time of our evaluation, which governs cooperating associations, stated 
that parks should treat donated funds like appropriated funds. The NPS Director’s Order No. 21 
(DO No. 21), which governs philanthropic partners, states that “the NPS may accept, use, and 
recognize donations of various kinds to support and promote its mission, consistent with 
applicable laws and the Department of the Interior donations policy (374 DM6).... Donations, 
be they cash or in-kind goods and services, are used to enhance national parks and NPS 
programs.” 

The United States Code (U.S.C.) and decisions by the Comptroller General of the United States 
also provide guidance for donated funds. Specifically, the use of donated funds for personal 
expenses is not authorized by 54 U.S.C. § 101101(2). Comptroller General decisions state that 
while there is no absolute prohibition against the use of donated funds for entertainment 
purposes, the entertainment must be for an official agency purpose. The statutory purpose of the 
national park system is to conserve and provide for the enjoyment of scenery, natural and history 
objects, and wildlife. 

In addition, the U.S. Department of the Interior’s ethics office strongly encourages employees to 
consult with an ethics counselor before embarking on an activity if they have any question about 
the ethical propriety of that action. 

Below we examine each cause for the NPS’ misuse of donations and offer targeted 
recommendations. 

The NPS Did Not Oversee the Use of Donations 

We did not find evidence that the NPS national and regional coordinators actively oversaw or 
monitored the use of donations from philanthropic partners. For example, for the 26 parks that 
made questionable food and beverage purchases, we did not find documentation of the NPS’ 
administrative determinations, required under its agency gift authority, that these purchases were 
necessary to accomplish the agency’s purpose or documentation of ethics opinions on allowable 
gifts of food, beverage, or other items of monetary value to individuals. 
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While the NPS has policy that directs the national and regional coordinators to generally report 
on partner activity, the policy does not specifically oirtline their roles in overseeing how fimds 
are spent or inclirde criteria for allowable food and beverage donations. RM?>2 contains the 
cooperating association policy and giridance on the park cooperating association coordinators’ 
role, but does not specify oversight dirties and responsibilities for the national and regional 
association coordinators. DO No. 21, which contains the friends group policy, is silent on 
oversight duties and responsibilities of the Division Chief, Office of Parinerships and 
Philanthropic Stewardship. 

In the absence of specific policy, the NPS national and regional coordinators did not oversee use 
of partner donations. Instead, they described their role as being available if the parks request 
assistance or to help when parks and partners renew then agreements. Withoirt oversight, the 
NPS cannot ensine that donations are appropriately accepted and used. 


Recommendations 


We recommend that the NPS: 

1. Revise and implement NPS policy regarding the allowable use of food and beverage 
donations 

2. Require parks to document, in each instance, their administrative determination that 
food and beverage donations are necessary to further the agency’s purpose 

3. Revise and implement policies to include specific oversight roles, duties, and 
responsibilities to ensure that donations further the agency’s purpose 


The NPS Did Not Compile and Report Total Donations 

The NPS was imable to provide summaiy data on philanthropic partner donations diuing oiu 
scope period of fiscal years 2014-2016. The most recent data compiled by the NPS Washington 
Support Office (WASO) were the totals for fiscal year 2011 fiiends group donations and fiscal 
year 2013 cooperating association donations. 

NPS policy and partner agreements require partners to submit annual financial reports to WASO. 
An NPS official told us that partners have continued to submit financial reports, but WASO 
stopped compiling them due to staffing shortages. In addition, we learned that the reports are 
based on the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Form 990,"* which provides general information 
about an organization’s revenues and expenses, but typically does not provide sufficient detail to 
determine the amoimt donated to individual parks. We were only able to determine the amoimt 
provided to the parks we visited by requesting partners’ detailed ledgers for donations provided 
to the parks. 

We also foimd that some of the partners work with multiple parks or other Federal agencies, 


* The IRS Fonn 990 is the reporting form that many federally tax-exempt organizations must file with the IRS each year. 
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operate both as a cooperating association and friends group, or conduct activities umelated to 
parks. This makes it even less likely that the Foiin 990 can captiue the level of detail necessary 
to determine the amoimt donated to individual parks. For example, Yellowstone Forever is both a 
cooperating association and a friends group, and the form does not distinguish between donations 
to the parks related to cooperating association pmposes versus friends group purposes. 

Without accmate reports of total frmds donated, the NFS caimot ensiue frmds are spent in 
accordance with policies, regulations, and laws. 


Recommendations 


We recommend that the NPS: 

4. Revise and implement NPS policy that requires philanthropic partners to report total 
donations by park annually 

5. Compile donation information and publicly report all donations to parks by 
philanthropic partners each fiscal year 


The NPS Did Not Have an Accurate Directory of Philanthropic Partners 

The NPS Friends Group Directory is outdated and does not include donation amounts for each 
philanthropic partner. 

NPS policy reqitires WASO to maintain a database to track and accoimt for partners and 
donations. The duectory was last updated in April 2015 and listed friends groitps that were no 
longer active sirch as Boston Harbor Island Alliance, Inc., and Brown Foimdation for Education 
Eqirality, Excellence, and Research. The directory also did not list all active friends groitps, such 
as Eleanor Roosevelt Partnership and Roosevelt-Vanderbilt Conservancy. Fmther, the duectory 
listed organizations withoirt friends group agreements, such as the National Park Foimdation, 
NatiueBiidge, White House Historical Association, and Wolf Trap Foimdation for the 
Performing Arts. Finally, the directory did not include information on how much each partner 
donated to each park. 

The NPS is developing a web portal to provide an improved maintenance partner inventory, by 
allowing partners to self-report their financial information and accomplishments. The web portal 
interface prompts partners to provide financial information based on theu IRS Form 990, which, 
as discussed previously, does not contain donation amoimts for specific parks. When we brought 
this concern to NPS officials, they agreed but stated they would prefer to familiarize partners 
with the portal and self-reporting before requiring partners to report more than the general 
donation totals in IRS Form 990. 

Without an accm ate and complete duectory of partners and donations, the NPS carmot track 
donations by partners to each park and ensme those donations are used appropriately. 
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Recommendation 


We recommend that the NPS: 

6. Develop and maintain an accurate and complete philanthropic partners directory that 
includes each partner donation to individual parks 


The NPS Did Not Have Policy for the Use of Superintendent’s Funds 

NPS policies do not address the purpose and use of superintendent’s fimds or the method for 
providing these fimds. According to NPS policy, a park’s request for donated fimds from 
philanthropic partners must be timely and in writing with enough detail to support that the fimds 
will be used for an NPS priority that is appropriate to the park’s mission. The policy, however, 
makes no mention of superintendent’s funds. An official from a large cooperating association 
told irs superintendent’s fimds were established as a means to pay for miscellaneous park 
expenses more quickly than through the normal requisition process. 

Without specific policies for the use of sirperintendent’s funds, it is difficult for the NPS to 
monitor how parks spend them. Monitoring is made even more difficult because fimds were 
often received thr ough blanket requests without a specific pmpose, were provided by partner 
check m the superintendent’s name, and were managed without basic controls such as 
segregation of duties. We foimd dining site visits that not all NPS officials were even aware of 
the practice and use of superintendent’s fimds. Some superintendents reported that they were 
imcomfortable receiving superintendent’s funds via partner checks, and one superintendent 
sought an ethics review, which recormuended not accepting checks made out to the 
superintendent. 

We were told the superintendent’s fimds were generally managed in the following way: a 
superintendent received a check in his or her name, cashed the check, and brouglit the cash back 
to the park to be managed by the administrative assistant. At some of the parks we visited, the 
partner held the superintendent’s fimds and spent them at the park’s request. For example, at 

the cooperatmg association a check dhectly to 
the superintendent’s administrative assistant (in this case, the check was made payable to the 
administrative assistant rather than the superintendent). The administrative assistant was 
responsible for cashing the check and then managed the cash out of her desk dr awer. When we 
asked the superintendent how he would know if the administrative assistant requested fimds 
from the cooperating association without his consent, the superintendent replied that she “would 
not do it’’ and added, “it is a trust factor.” 

At Chickamauga and Chattanooga National Military Park, the Park’s friends group gave the 
park $1,500 a year' in Visa gift cards for its superintendent’s fluid. The Park provided receipts to 
the friends group, but park officials told us the friends gr oup sometimes did not want the 
receipts. 

At Yellowstone National Park, the Park’s partner awarded the Park a $50,000 grant to be used as 
a superintendent’s fimd. The agreement stated that the funds were to be used in accordance with 
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the attached detailed proposal. The pailner told us, however, that there was no detailed proposal 
and the grant was for the amount requested by the Park. Although the pailner managed these 
fimds in a donation accoimt and did not disbiuse them imtil formally requested by the Park, the 
partner’s staff told us they had never denied any requests for use of the superintendent’s fimd. 

Without pohcies specific to the use of superintendent’s fimds, the NPS cannot ensme that parks 
spend those donated fimds appropriately. 

In response to om NPFR, the NPS stated that it would require Regional Directors to inform 
superintendents that the practice of maintaining a superintendent’s fimd is no longer permissible. 
On September 25, 2018, the NPS issued a diiective requiring all employees to teiminate the use 
of pailner-fimded discretionary accoimts and all superintendents to certify in writing to theh 
Regional Director that any remaining cash being held in a superintendent’s fimd or discretionary 
fimd had been retrmied to the partner. The duective fiuther stated that park superintendents and 
other staff should never accept gift cards, credit cards, or checks made out to them personally, or 
cash donations that are not deposited into a Federal accoimt. 


Recommendations 


We recommend that the NPS: 

7. Revise and implement NPS policy to ensure that superintendent’s funds are received 
and used in accordance with existing NPS policies, regulations, and laws 

8. Revise and implement NPS policy to prohibit park employees from receiving 
donations in the form of checks in their name, cash, and gift cards 


9 






Conclusion and Recommendations 

Conclusion 

The NFS has a long history of philanthropic support, dating back to the earliest days of its 
founding. Philanthropic partners serve an important role in providing donations that parks use to 
enhance visitor experiences through park improvements, maintenance, and other activities. In 
order for the NFS to maintain and grow these partnerships, it must ensure all donations are used 
in compliance with policies, regulations, and laws; maintain an accurate partner directory that 
includes donation amounts; compile and report total donated funds; and implement policies for 
how parks receive and use funds. Until the NFS addresses the weaknesses identified in this 
report, it continues to be at risk of misusing donations and potentially weakening the public’s 
trust in its philanthropic partner agreements. 

Recommendations Summary 

The NFS responded to our draft report on February 14, 2019, concurring with all eight 
recommendations (see Appendix 4 for the NFS’ full response). Based on the response, we 
consider Recommendations 1, 7, and 8 resolved and implemented. Recommendations 2 and 3 
unresolved and not implemented, and Recommendations 4-6 resolved but not implemented. 
We will refer Recommendations 2 - 6 to the Assistant Secretary for Folicy, Management and 
Budget (FMB) for resolution and to track implementation (see Appendix 5 for the status of 
recommendations). 

We recommend that the NFS: 

1, Revise and implement NFS policy regarding the allowable use of food and beverage 
donations 

NFS response: The NFS concurred with our recommendation and updated the 
accountability and record keeping requirements for donations in RM 21, which includes 
ethical conduct requirements for all employees. The NFS also stated that it updated 
RM2\ to clarify under what circumstances individual employees may accept food or 
beverages from partners in a social or business setting, and that partners may expend 
funds donated to their organization directly on food, beverage, and meeting expenses on 
behalf of the NFS if the expenditures meet mission goals, evaluation criteria, and donor 
intent. The NFS also stated that its policies apply to donations made directly to the NFS 
and not to purchases made by partners. 

OIG reply: On February 22, 2019, the NFS updated RM 21 to clarify when it is 
appropriate to accept food and beverages from a philanthropic partner. RM 21 provides 
examples of the kinds of events that are appropriate and do not require ethics clearance 
(volunteer recognition lunches), as well as examples of events that are personal gifts and 
require ethics clearance (employee meetings and parties). 

In a subsequent discussion, an NFS official clarified that the statement that NFS policies 
apply only to direct donations to the NFS refers to the requirement that monetary 
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donations be treated like appropriated funds. NPS officials further clarified that the 
guidelines in RM 21 apply to all donations, regardless of whether they are made directly 
to the NPS or purchased by a partner and then donated to the NPS. Specifically, RM 21 
requires that all donations be used for an agency purpose and to enhance the parks and 
park programs. If the activity falls outside of those guidelines, then the donation can only 
be accepted if it is permissible under the ethics regulations. 

Therefore, we consider this recommendation resolved and implemented. 

2. Require parks to document, in each instance, their administrative determination that food 
and beverage donations are necessary to further the agency’s purpose 

NPS response: The NPS concurred with our recommendation and stated that all 
monetary donations must be deposited in an NPS donation account and cannot be used to 
purchase food and beverages. It also stated that food and beverages may be provided as 
part of a partner’s support for mission-related projects and programs when documented in 
an annual work plan (or similar documentation) to clarify how the specific instance 
furthers the NPS’ purpose. The NPS also stated that cooperating associations that 
fundraise are required to develop annual work plans. In addition, the NPS told us that it 
has completed training sessions for park officials covering annual work plans and 
documenting the purchase of food and beverages by partners in support of the agency’s 
mission. 

OIG reply: Annual work plans are typically completed at the beginning of the year and 
cannot anticipate all potential NPS events for the year. In addition, annual work plans are 
not typically reviewed by officials outside the park level such as regional office or 
WASO officials. While the NPS response stated that work plans are required for 
cooperating associations, the policy for cooperating associations {RM 32) has not been 
updated to reflect this change. 

For this recommendation to be considered resolved and implemented, the NPS should 
update its policies to clearly state that: 

• Annual work plans are required for cooperating associations 

• Annual work plans must be sufficiently detailed for officials to determine whether 
the donation is allowable 

• Annual work plans must be reviewed and approved by officials outside the park, 
such as regional office or WASO officials 

• Any donation not listed in the annual work plan must be approved by officials 
outside the park 

The NPS should also develop a methodology to ensure control and oversight over the 
donations that are not included in an annual work plan. We consider this recommendation 
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unresolved and not implemented and will refer it to the PMB for resolution and 
implementation. 

3. Revise and implement policies to include specific oversight roles, duties, and 
responsibilities to ensure that donations further the agency’s purpose 

NPS response: The NPS concurred with our recommendation and stated that it is the 
responsibility of the superintendent and the partner to ensure a donation supports a jointly 
identified need. The NPS stated that regional coordinators, a national partnership office, 
and a national ethics office are available to assist when superintendents need further 
guidance or clarity. The NPS also stated that it is developing protocols for periodic 
review of annual work plans to identify best practices and ensure compliance with NPS 
policies. In addition, the NPS stated that it has initiated training for Regional Directors 
and superintendents to ensure they understand their oversight roles, duties, and 
responsibilities. 

OIG reply: As evidenced by the examples cited in this report, we found that park 
superintendents did not ensure that requests to their partners were appropriate and, when 
prudent, vetted through NPS ethics officials. Due to the questionable use of donations for 
entertainment purposes that benefited NPS employees, the NPS should (1) require that 
annual work plans be reviewed and approved by officials outside of the park and 
(2) develop a methodology to ensure control and oversight over the donations that are 
requested but not included in an annual work plan. Having customer assistance available 
to superintendents by the regional coordinators, partnership office, and ethics office is not 
a substitute for establishing effective controls and oversight to ensure donations further 
the agency’s purposes. We consider this recommendation unresolved and not 
implemented and will refer it to the PMB for resolution and implementation. 

4. Revise and implement NPS policy that requires philanthropic partners to report total 
donations by park annually 

NPS response: The NPS concurred with our recommendation and is working with the 
philanthropic partner community to identify the most effective ways to capture the 
support of all partners and a more detailed and consistent breakdown of support to parks. 
Parks and partners will be required to enter these data into its partner web portal 
(Partnership Portal) in the spring of 2019. 

OIG reply: We consider this recommendation resolved and not implemented and will 
refer it to the PMB for implementation tracking. 

5. Compile donation information and publicly report all donations to parks by philanthropic 
partners each fiscal year 

NPS response: The NPS concurred with our recommendation and has taken steps to 
track philanthropic support in the Financial and Business Management System. The 
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initial annual report from NPS Partnerships Portal data will be completed by the end of 
the first quarter of fiscal year 2019. 

OIG reply: We consider this recommendation resolved and not implemented and will 
refer it to the PMB for implementation tracking. 

6. Develop and maintain an accurate and complete philanthropic partners directory that 
includes each partner donation to individual parks 

NPS response: The NPS concurred with our recommendation and has updated the 
partner directory and provided fiscal year 2016 financial information based on partners’ 
IRS Form 990. 

OIG reply: As discussed in this report, the financial information on the IRS Form 990 
does not contain donation amounts for specific parks. Full implementation of 
Recommendation 4 will support implementation of this recommendation. We consider 
this recommendation resolved and not implemented and will refer it to the PMB for 
implementation tracking. 

7. Revise and implement NPS policy to ensure that superintendent’s funds are received and 
used in accordance with existing NPS policies, regulations, and laws 

NPS response: The NPS concurred with our recommendation and, on September 25, 
2018, the NPS sent a directive stating that it is no longer permissible for parks to 
maintain a superintendent’s fund or discretionary fund. The directive also required all 
park superintendents and Regional Directors to certify that any balances in these funds 
were returned to the partner. Each superintendent and Regional Director certified that all 
such accounts were eliminated, and all funds returned to the partners by October 2, 2018. 

OIG reply: We consider this recommendation resolved and implemented. 

8. Revise and implement NPS policy to prohibit park employees from receiving donations 
in the form of checks in their name, cash, and gift cards 

NPS response: The NPS concurred with our recommendation and issued a directive on 
September 25, 2018, prohibiting park superintendents and other staff from accepting 
donations from partners for the routine purchase of food, gifts, supplies, and other 
materials at the local level. 

OIG reply: We consider this recommendation resolved and implemented. 
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Appendix I: Scope and Methodology 

Scope 

Our objective was to determine whether the National Park Service (NPS) accepted and used 
donations from philanthropic partner in compliance with policies, regulations, and laws. Our 
scope included fiscal years 2014-2016. While we met with and requested documents from the 
NPS’ philanthropic partners, we did not evaluate partner organizations or their financial systems 
and unrelated expenditures. We included expenses from Yellowstone National Park for fiscal 
year 2017 because the Park provided them to us during our site visits and they were significant to 
our review. 

Methodology 

We conducted our evaluation in accordance with the Quality Standards for Inspection and 
Evaluation as put forth by the Council of the Inspectors General on Integrity and Efficiency. We 
believe that the work performed provides a reasonable basis for our conclusions and 
recommendations. 

To accomplish the evaluation’s objectives, we: 

• Gathered background information on NPS philanthropic partners through prior reports 

• Identified and reviewed departmental and NPS policies related to partnerships 

• Reviewed four cooperating association directories and one friends group directory 

• Drafted and distributed a five-question survey to 287 park superintendents to obtain 
donation data for our scope period 

• Visited sites selected from the lists that the NPS provided us; we based selections on size 
and type of park, as well as proximity to NPS regional offices and partners 

o Visited 30 national parks and interviewed staff from the parks and their partners 

o Visited six NPS regional offices and interviewed regional staff 

• Reviewed agreements between the NPS and partners 

• Reviewed annual plans, feasibility studies, donation review processes, and donor 
recognition plans for friends groups where applicable 

• Reviewed scope of sales documents for cooperating associations 

• Reviewed and analyzed partners’ Internal Revenue Service Forms 990 
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• Reviewed and analyzed donation reeords and support for expenditures, ineluding 
expenses paid on behalf of the NPS, as provided by parks and their partners for eaeh 
fiseal year under review^ 

• Obtained legal opinions from our Office of General Counsel regarding donations of food, 
beverages, and personal gifts 


^ We relied on donation data provided by parks and philanthropie partners. We did not evaluate the reliability of the data, whieh 
varied as to eontent, format, and level of detail at eaeh of the sites visited. 
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Appendix 2: Sites Visited 


Site 

Philanthropic Partner 

NPS Pacific West Regional Office 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

Golden Gate National Parks Conservancy 

John Muir National Historic Site and Eugene 
O’Neill National Historic Site 

Western National Parks Association* 

Point Reyes National Seashore 

Point Reyes National Seashore Association 

San Francisco Maritime National Historical 
Park 

Western National Parks Association* 

Yosemite National Park 

Yosemite Conservancy and NatureBridge 

NPS Intermountain Regional Office 

Grand Teton National Park 

Grand Teton Association and Grand Teton 
National Park Foundation 

Rocky Mountain National Park 

Rocky Mountain Conservancy 

Yellowstone National Park 

Yellowstone Forever 

NPS Northeast Regional Office 

Boston National Historic Park 

Eastern National 

Cape Cod National Seashore 

Eastern National and Friends of the Cape 

Cod National Seashore 

Independence National Historical Park 

Eastern National 

Longfellow National Historic Site 

Eastern National and Friends of Longfellow 

Manhattan Sites 

Eastern National 

New Bedford Whaling National Historical 

Park 

Eastern National and Whaling History 

Alliance 

Roosevelt-Vanderbilt National Historic Site 

Roosevelt Vanderbilt Historical Association 
Elanor Roosevelt Val-Kill Partnership 

Roosevelt Conservancy 

Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island 

Eastern National 

Valley Forge National Historical Park 

The Encampment Store 

Weir Farm National Historic Site 

Eastern National and Friends of Weir Farm 

NPS National Capital Regional Office 

Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical 

Park 

Eastern National, Georgetown Heritage 
Friends, and C&O Canal Trust 

George Washington Memorial Parkway 

Eastern National, Arlington House 

Foundation, and Friends of Fort Hunt Park* 
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Site 


Philanthropic Partner 


Manassas National Battlefield Park 

Eastern National and Manassas Battlefield 

Trust 

National Mall and Memorial Parks 

Eastern National, Trust for the National Mall, 
Ford’s Theatre Society 

President’s Park 

White House Historical Association 

Rock Creek Park 

Eastern National, Friends of Pierce Mill, 
Dumbarton Oaks Conservancy, Georgetown 
Waterfront Park, and Friends of Chevy 

Chase Circle 

Wolf Trap National Park for the Performing 
Arts 

Wolf Trap Foundation for the Performing 

Arts 

NPS Southeast Regional Office 


Chattahoochee River National Recreation 
Area 

Eastern National, Chattahoochee Parks 
Conservancy 

Chickamauga and Chattanooga National 
Military Park 

Eastern National, Friends of the Chickamauga 
and Chattanooga National Military Park, 
Friends of Moccasin Bend 

Great Smoky Mountains National Park 

Great Smoky Mountains Association and 
Friends of the Smokies 

Kennesaw Mountain National Battlefield Park 

Eastern National 

Ocmulgee National Monument 

Ocmulgee National Monument Association 

NPS Washington Support Office 



* Contacted by telephone 
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Appendix 3: Monetary Impact 

This table presents questioned costs for fiscal years 2014 - 2016 by park visited. Because the 
form and level of detail of supporting documentation was insufficient (varied by park and 
partner, and did not consistently include written justifications for food and beverage donations), 
we included all identified food, beverage, and gift donations for the parks visited. Some 
donations could have been considered allowable, and conversely additional donations could have 
been questioned, if sufficient suppoiting documentation and justifications were provided. While 
we met and requested documents from NFS philanthropic partners, we did not evaluate partner 
organizations or their financial systems and umelated expenditures. 



Questioned Costs^ 

Park* 

Food and 
Beverages 

Personal Gifts 

Boston National Historic Park 

$7,261 

$0 

Cape Cod National Seashore 

5,960 

125 

Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area 

2,791 

30 

Chesapeake and Ohio National Historic Park 

5,385 

73 

Chickamauga and Chattanooga National Military 

Park 

8,461 

60 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area 

45,882 

0 

Grand Teton National Park 

35,713 

4,361 

Great Smoky Mountains National Park 

23,168 

1,294 

Independence National Historic Park 

4,283 

227 

John Muir National Historic Site and Eugene 

O’Neill National Historic Site 

927 

0 

Kennesaw Mountain National Battlefield Park 

8,561 

0 

Longfellow National Historic Site 

4,081 

0 

Manassas National Battlefield Park 

1,497 

0 

Manhattan Sites 

620 

0 

National Mall and Memorial Park 

3,984 

760 

New Bedford Whaling National Historic Site 

840 

0 

Ocmulgee National Monument 

1,965 

153 

Point Reyes National Seashore 

12,875 

0 

Rock Creek Park 

697 

0 

Rocky Mountain National Park 

20,770 

1,696 

Roosevelt-Vanderbilt National Historic Site 

4,062 

152 
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Park* 

Questioned Costs* 

Food and 

Beverages Personal Gifts 

Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island 

$1,834 

$0 

Valley Forge National Historic Park 

10,154 

0 

Weir Farm National Historic Site 

1,757 

49 

Yellowstone National Park* 

53,913 

2,487 

Yosemite National Park 

15,030 

1,085 

Total 

$282,471 

$12,552 


* The four parks that did not use donated funds for food, beverages, and gifts were (I) the San Francisco 
Maritime National Historic Park because it did not receive partner funds during fiscal years 2014-2016, (2) 
the Wolf Trap National Park for the Performing Arts because its partner Is neither a friends group nor 
cooperating association, (3) Presidents Park, and (4) George Washington Memorial Parkway. 

^ There are minor number variances in the totals due to rounding. 

^ Includes $4,772 in expended funds from fiscal year 2017 
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Appendix 4: Bureau Response 

The National Park Service’s response follows on page 21. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

NAnONALPARK SERVICE 
1«49C Street, N.W. 

Wadiingtoo, DC 20240 

FEB 1 4 2019 


To: Deputy Inspector General 

Office of the Inspector General 

From: Deputy Director 

Exercising the Authority of the Director 

Subject: Response to Draft Evaluation Report 

The National Park Service Misspent Funds Donated by Philanthropic Partners 
Report No. 2017-WR-037 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the referenced report. This letter updates our 
October 31,2019 response. We agree witli all eight of your recommendations and have already 
taken actions to implement them, as noted below. In a few cases, some implementation work is 
still ongoing. We take tliesc matters very seriously and want to ensure that all funds arc managed 
appropriately and in accordance with NPS policy. 

Each Superintendent and Regional Director has certified that all Superintendents’ fund accounts 
have been eliminated and all funds in such accounts have been returned to the partner 
organization. 

We appreciated the opportunity to follow up with you on how the report presents certain types of 
funds and how it characterizes the applicable restrictions or limitations associated with those 
funds. 

NPS Responses to Draft Recommendations 

1. Revise and implement the NPS policy regarding the allowable use of donated funds for 
food and beverage purchases. 

NPS agrees. Director’s Order (DO) #21 states that all monetary donations received directly by 
the NPS must be deposited in a donation account, be accounted for, and be dispersed using the 
same standards and procedures used for other appropriated funds, which prohibits the purchase 
of food and beverages except in certain circumstances as authorized under Acquisition Policy and 
Procedures (AP&P) Memorandum 1443.07-03 or Director’s Order SOB Occupational Safety and Health 
Program. This guidance was clarified in February 2019 through several updates to Reference 
Manual (RM) #21 (Section 3.1.1. Ethical Conduct Requirements for All Employees, Section 4.1 
Types of Support Accepted by the NPS, and Section 4.7 Accountability and Recordkeeping 
Requirements for Donations: Accounting for Monetary Donations). 
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RM#32 also requires that funding donated directly to the NFS by Cooperating Associations be 
treated as donated funds, which may not be used for the purchase of food and beverages. In 
addition, donated funding from Cooperating Associations may only be used to fund or otherwise 
support any activity for which appropriated funds could be used in support of the educational, 
scientific, historical and interpretive activities of the NFS. 

These policies apply to direct donations to the NFS and are not applied to purchases made 
directly by partners. RM#21 (Section 3,1.1. Ethical Conduct Requirements for All Employees) 
was issued on August 16, 2018 and updated in February 2019 to clarify under what 
circumstances individual employees may accept food or beverages from partners in a social or 
business setting, and that partners may expend funds donated to their organization directly on 
food, beverage, and meeting expenses of the NFS if they meet mission goals, evaluation criteria 
(Section 5.2 Evaluation Factors) and donor intent. Such uses commonly include community 
events, tribal consultations, and partner activities where the NFS is not the sole participant. The 
NFS considers such in-kind donations a gift to the agency under the NFS gift acceptance 
autliority and not a gift to an individual employee. Similarly, food and beverages may be 
provided by Cooperating Associations in support of the educational, scientific, historical and 
interpretive activities of the NFS. Section 3.1.1 directs employees to consult the Ethics Office if 
they are unsure, 

2. Require parks to document, in each instance, their determination that food and beverage 
purchases are necessary to further the agency’s purpose. 

NFS agrees. The new guidance makes it clear that parks may not purchase food or beverages 
with appropriated fimds or funds donated directly to the NFS except in certain circumstances as 
authorized under Acquisition Policy and Procedures (AP&P) Memorandum 1443.07-03) or Director’s 
Order 50B Occupational Safety and Health Program, All monetary donations received directly by 
the NFS must be deposited in a donation account, be accounted for, and be disbursed using the 
same standards and procedures used for appropriated funds. However, food and beverages may 
be provided as part of a partner’s support for mission-related projects and programs if 
documented in an annual work plan or similar document. Similarly, food and beverages may be 
provided by Cooperating Associations in support of the educational, scientific, historical and 
interpretive activities of the NFS if documented in an annual work plan or similar document. 

This document must show how this purchase of food and beverages furthers these activities. 

When Cooperating Associations are providing “Aid to NFS” (assistance to the NFS through 
cash, in-kind, or direct expenditure assistance derived from the sale of interpretive sales items), 
the park and Cooperating Association are required to develop an Annual Work Plan to document 
the anticipated use of funds. Aid to NFS is treated under DO #32 as any other private donation 
to the NFS and therefore requires an Annual Work Plan. The NFS has been reinforcing this in 
communications and training referenced elsewhere in this document. 

Tlic regular Annual Planning requirements for parks and their Cooperating Associations can be 
found in DO #32 and RM#32 (Section 5.2 Annual Planning). When Cooperating Associations 
are engaged in fundraising efforts, they must enter into philantliropic support agreements (unless 
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otherwise specified in DO#21) and would follow all associated guidance, including the 
development of Annual Work Plans. 

In support of this, the NPS completed numerous training sessions covering annual work plans, 
and in particular documenting the purchase of food and beverage by partners in support of the 
agency’s mission. Regional Directors and Superintendents from four of the NPS regions have 
already completed the training and the remaining three regions will be completed by May 2019. 
Two in-person trainings were held in 2018 for Cooperating Association and park staff that 
included sessions on ethics and new policy guidance. In addition, the NPS staff presented these 
new guidelines at the Friends Alliance fall meeting (October 9-11, 2018) and will be holding 
similar sessions at the upcoming Public Lands Alliance meeting (February 24-28, 2019) and 
spring Friends Alliance meeting (March 12-14, 2019). Almost all Cooperating Associations and 
philanthropic partners will participate in one of these meetings. The NPS staff are also offering 
training sessions for staff and partners as requested. Cooperating Associations have also actively 
communicated the new requirements and issued new guidance to their stores. 

3. Revise and implement policies to include specific oversight roles, duties, and 
responsibilities to ensure that expended donated funds further the agency’s purpose. 

NPS agrees. DO#21 permits a philanthropic partner to accept a gift that will benefit the NPS 
when that gift supports a jointly identified need of the NPS and its nonprofit partner through a 
philanthropic agreement or annual work plan (Section 5.4). The policy places this responsibility 
with both the Superintendent (Section 3.1.11) and the partner (Section 3.2). In any instances 
where a Superintendent needs ftirther guidance or clarity, the NPS has partnership coordinators 
and Cooperating Association coordinators in each regional office, a national Partnership Office, 
and a national Ethics Office to assist. Those national offices will coordinate questions as needed 
with General Law in the Office of the Solicitor. 

RM#21 provides additional detail on the annual work plan (Section 6.4.1 Annual Work Plans). It 
states that the “annual work plan lays out the projects and programs that a park or program and 
an authorized philanthropic partner agree to work on and fundraise for in a specific year. The 
plan is a collaborative work that aligns the identified needs of a park or program area with the 
authorized philanthropic partner’s assessment of philanthropic or sponsorship interest in those 
needs. This section was released on August 21,2018. RM#2l (Section 4.7 Accountability and 
Recordkeeping Requirements for Donations) provides specific guidance regarding accounting 
for monetary and non-monetary donations, and includes step-by-step examples of records and 
documentation practices. It was released on September 7,2018. 

The NPS staff are compiling annual work plan examples and best practices and will have an 
initial posting to the partnerships website by March 31, 2019. The NPS staff are also developing 
protocols for periodic reviews of the annual work plans to identify best practices and ensure 
compliance with the NPS policies. 

RM#32 (Section 4. Roles and Responsibilities. Park Cooperating Association Coordinators) 
identifies Park Cooperating Association Coordinators as the Superintendent’s representative and 
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advisor on all Association activities in the park such as the review process required for all 
Association sales items. The Coordinator monitors Association activities to determine if the park 
and Association are in compliance with the Standard Cooperating Association Agreement; 
DO#32: Cooperating Associations; and any supplemental agreements, pertinent laws, and 
standard operating procedures. The Coordinator identifies, describes, and justifies park program 
needs related to support of the educational, scientific, historical and interpretive activities of the 
NPS. They follow the Association’s process for the preparation and submittal of park donation 
and program requests and establish park priorities for submittal to the Association. In addition, 
the Coordinator justifies and explains park donation requests to appropriate committees of the 
Association or its Board of Directors. RM#32 (Section 4. Roles and Responsibilities. 
Superintendents) charges a Superintendent with reviewing and approving (or adjusting) donation 
requests prepared by the Coordinator and ensuring that park requests are appropriate and in 
keeping with Association purposes as set forth in articles of incorporation. RM#32 and DO#21 
specify that funds donated to a park site or program by Cooperating Associations should be 
treated, recognized, and accounted for in the same manner as any other donation from a private 
donor. In any instances where a Superintendent needs further guidance or clarity, the NPS has 
regional Chiefs of Interpretation, regional Partnership Coordinators, a national Cooperating 
Association lead, a national Partnerships & Philanthropy lead, and a national Ethics Office to 
assist. Those national offices will coordinate questions as needed with General Law in the Office 
of the Solicitor. 

In addition, the NPS has initiated extensive DO#21 and RM#21 training for Regional Directors 
and Superintendents to ensure they understand their oversight roles, duties, and responsibilities. 
The sessions pay particular attention to partnership ethics matters. Training has been held or is 
planned in the following regions; 

Northeast Region and National Capital Region combined May 1-2, 2018 

Southeast Region - October 31- November 1,2018 

Midwest Region - November 8, 2018 

Intermountain West Region - April 10,2019 (scheduled) 

Alaska Region - April 23-24, 2019 (scheduled) 

Pacific West Region - May 23-24, 2019 (scheduled) 

4, Revise and implement NPS policy that requires philanthropic partners to report total 
financial donations by park annually. 

NPS agrees. DO#21 requires philanthropic partners to report their philanthropic support of parks 
and programs to the NPS. On September 7,2018, the NPS released RM#21, Section 4.7 
(Accountability and Recordkeeping Requirements for Donations) which provides further detail 
on how partners should account for donations and report to the NPS. DO#32 requires that Parks 
and Cooperating Associations abide by the accounting and recordkeeping procedures in 
DO/RM#21. 

Section 4.7 requires philanthropic partners to account for donations with a system 
complimentary to the NPS accounting, allowing for full accountability of a donation from 
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acceptance through disbursement. Ultimately, reports generated from either the NFS or 
philanthropic partners should reconcile all financial activities. 

The same section in RM#21 also requires Superintendents to ensure philanthropic partner 
information is reported through the NFS Fartnerships Reporting Site (Fartnership Fortal) on an 
annual basis. The Partnership Portal currently captures the information a partner reports to the 
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) on total support. The NFS recognizes that the IRS only requires 
organizations with revenue of $50K or more to submit Form 990 or Form 990EZ. Cooperating 
Associations are required to also submit 0MB Form 1040 to the NFS, which provides additional 
detail specific to their operations and support to parks, By October 1,2018, the NFS completed 
entering 2015 and 2016 financial data for all philanthropic partners and Cooperating 
Associations who filed Form 990 or Form 1040. Table 1 provides an overview of IRS filing 
requirements for nonprofit organizations. 


Table 1. IRS Filing Requirements for Nonprofit Philanthropic Partners 

Gross receipts normally < $50,000 

990N 

Gross receipts < $200,000, and Total assets < $500,000 

990EZ or 990 

Gross receipts > $200,000, or Total assets > $500,000 

990 


The Partnership Portal currently contains 191 philanthropic partners who cither have a 
philanthropic agreement with the NFS or are in the process of developing a new agreement. In 
2016,75 filed Form 990,39 filed Form 990EZ, one filed Fonn 990PF and data was not available 
for 76 groups, presumably because their gross receipts were less than $50,000. The portal also 
contains 69 Cooperating Association partners, all of which have standard Cooperating 
Association agreements with the NFS. Table 2 presents the revenue and support to parks from 
philanthropic partners who filed Form 990 and Cooperating Associations who filed Form 1040 
in 2016, which is the most recent and complete data. 

The NFS entered Form 990 and Form 1040 data into the Partnership Portal to create an initial 
baseline of total support to parks, not just direct financial support to the NFS that partners are 
reporting. The Form 990 information also provides the park and the NFS with an overall view of 
the partner’s operation and financial standing, including sources of support and functional 
expenses, and provides the NFS with the ability to analyze the entire system of philanthropic 
partners. 

The NFS is working with the philanthropic partner community, to identify the most effective 
ways to I) capture in the Partnership Portal the support of all partners who have a philanthropic 
agreement or a Cooperating Association agreement, and 2) collect and aggregate additional data 
to provide a more detailed and consistent breakdown of support to parks. The NFS Assistant 
Director for Partnership and Civic Engagement is responsible for completing these tasks by June 
30,2019. 
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5. Compile donation information and publicly report all funds donated to parks by 
philanthropic partners each fiscal year. 

NPS agrees. Each fiscal year, the NPS will prepare an annual report on all philanthropic support 
to parks. The report will contain information from the Partnership Portal as well as direct 
donations to the NPS with Treasury Symbol 14X8037 as tracked in FBMS. Deposits from 
nonprofit philanthropic partners arc not flagged with a unique FBMS master data element, so 
querying this subset of records in the accotmting system is not possible. Rather, the NPS will 
extract data from FBMS to report on all funds deposited into Treasury Symbol 14X8037 by park 
unit during the fiscal year. The initial report of donations by park for FY18 was produced on 
February 11,2019 (Attachment I) 

The initial report from the NPS Partnerships Portal data was completed on October 29, 2018 
(Attachment 2). It lists each parmer that has a philanthropic agreement with the NPS or is in the 
process of developing or updating an agreement, and the program service expenses, as well as 
grants and other assistance made to the federal government that they reported to the IRS. The 
report is for 2016, which is the most recent tax year for which the greatest number of 990s were 
filed, taking into account extensions. Future annual reports will include a more comprehensive 
view of philanthropic support as additional data is entered into the Partnership Portal as 
described in the response to recommendation number 4. By June 30,2019, the Assistant 
Director for Partnerships and Civic Engagement will work with the NPS Comptroller to review 
the FBMS and Partnership Portal data and develop a consolidated format for the FY19 annual 
report. 

6. Develop and maintain an accurate and complete philanthropic partners' directory that 
includes the amounts each partner donated to individual parks. 

NPS agrees. The NPS Partnership Portal includes a philanthropic partner directory that is 
current as of October 1,2018. Partners who have a philanthropic agreement or are in the process 
of developing a new agreement, are included in the directory. A copy of the preliminary 
directory (Attachment 3) and the total amount reported to the IRS as program services and grants 
and other assistance made to the Federal government in 2016 (Attachment 2) are included. The 
NPS is currently reviewing the directory for accuracy and will update it annually when new 
financial data is entered. 

The NPS is working with the philanthropic partner community to identify the most effective 
ways to 1) capture in the Partnership Portal the support of all partners who have a philanthropic 
agreement or a Cooperating Association agreement, and 2) collect and aggregate additional data 
to provide a more detailed and consistent breakdown of support to parks. This work includes 
identifying donations by park for organizations that represent multiple parks. The NPS Assistant 
Director for Partnership and Civic Engagement is responsible for completing these tasks by June 
30,2019. 
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7. Revise and implement the NPS policy to ensure that Superintendent’s funds are received 
and used in accordance with existing NPS policies, regulations, and laws. 

NPS agrees. The NPS determined it was prudent to abolish the practice of Superintendent’s 
Funds or Discretionary Fimds. Most parks had already ceased this practice based on informal 
guidance derived from the OIG preliminary report in January 2018. A September 25,2018, 
directive (Attachment 4) from the Deputy Director, Management and Administration, stated that 
it is no longer permissible for parks to maintain a Superintendents Fund or Discretionary Fund. 
This directive also required all park Superintendents and Regional Directors to certify that any 
balances in these funds were returned to the partner. Each Superintendent and Regional Director 
certified that all such accounts were eliminated and all funds returned to the partner by October 
2,2018. 

8. Revise and implement NPS policy to prohibit park employees from receiving donations 
in the form of checks in their name, cash, and gift cards. 

NPS agrees. The Deputy Director, Management and Administration, issued a directive on 
September 25,2018 (Attachment 4), prohibiting park Superintendents (and other staff) from 
accepting donations from partners in the form of checks in their name, cash, credit cards, or gift 
cards from park partners for the routine purchase of food, gifts, supplies, and other materials at 
the local level. Additionally, as noted above, the NPS issued comprehensive new ethics 
guidance in RM#21 (Chapter 3.0 Roles and Responsibilities. 3.1.1 Ethical Conduct 
Requirements for All Employees.) on August 16,2018 and updated in February 2019, that 
clarifies under what circumstances individual employees may accept food or beverages from 
partners in a social or business setting. 

Follow-up Discussions over Report’s Characterization of Two Types of Funds and their 
Applicable Limitations 

Thank you for the follow-up discussions on Appendix III. Wliile we agree that some expenses 
do not comply with current guidance, we believe that a significant number of questioned costs 
included in Appendix 3, Monetary Impact, do not represent misused donated funds but rather are 
funds spent by partners consistent with NPS Policy as discussed in our responses to 
recommendations 1-3, We also request that the report make it clear that this was not an 
investigation of NPS partner organizations but a review of how NPS was applying agency policy 
on philanthropy. 

Attachments (4) 

Attachment 1: FY18 Report of Donations by Park 

Attachment 2: Preliminary Listing of Philanthropic Partners and Cooperating Association 
Support for Parks as Reported to the IRS 
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Attachment 3: Preliminary Directory of National Park Service Philanthropic Partners and 
Cooperating Associations 

Attachment 4: September 25,2018 Directive from the NPS Deputy Director, Management and 
Administration, Regarding Superintendents Fund or Discretionary Fund 
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Appendix 5: Status of Recommendations 


Recommendation 

Status 

Action Required 

Recommendations 1,7, and 8 

Resolved and Implemented 

No action is necessary. 

Recommendations 2 and 3 

Unresolved and not 
implemented 

We will refer 
recommendation to the 
Assistant Secretary for Policy, 
Management and Budget for 
resolution and 
implementation tracking. 

Recommendations 4-6 

Resolved but not 
implemented 

We will refer 
recommendation to the 
Assistant Secretary for Policy, 
Management and Budget for 
implementation tracking. 
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Report Fraud. Waste . 

and Mismanagement 





Fraud, waste, and mismanagement in 
Government eoneern everyone: Offiee 
of Inspeetor General staff, departmental 
employees, and the general publie. We 
aetively solieit allegations of any 
ineffieient and wasteful praetiees, fraud, 
and mismanagement related to 
departmental or Insular Area programs 
and operations. You ean report 
allegations to us in several ways. 



V/ VV 


By Internet: 
By Phone: 

By Fax: 

By Mail: 


www.doioig.gov 

24-Hour Toll Free: 
Washington Metro Area: 

703-487-5402 


U.S. Department of the Interior 
Offiee of Inspeetor General 
Mail Stop 4428 MIB 
1849 C Street, NW. 
Washington, DC 20240 


800-424-5081 

202-208-5300 













